
CARLOS QUrf TERO, SCRREF.
Certificrr `on �-4,2RC00143800

STATE OF NEW JERSEY
DEPARTMENT OF LAW & PUBLIC SAFETY
DIVISION OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS
STATE REAL ESTATE APPRAISERS BOARD

CONSENT ORDER

This <<atter was opened before the New Mersey State Real

testate Appraisers Board (the "Board") upon the Board's receipt of a

co.r2;1=int from Fianstar Bank regarding an appraisal that respondent

Cares Quintero prepared upon property located at 158 Tontine Avenue,

dh �rst, New Jersey (the "subject property appraisal.,) . In reviewing

this :after, the Board has considered available information concerning

the subject property appraisal, to include, without limitation, a

-. -ten statement dated August 3, 2009 that respondent provided to the

Board and testimony that respondent offered when he appeared 'before the

Bo represented by Thomas A H l. ar ey, Esq-, for an investigative

!ea ink on February 23, 2010.

Upon e�'iew of available information, the
Board f inds that

r sr o~_ e t was cocaced by Fla g shi p Mortg age Corporation on or about Lmav

2'309, to appraise residential property located at 1S8 Tontine

Ave}sue, Lyndhurst, Ne.v Jerse y -
The subject property was a 9^ year old
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:_:eo repariTg t e appraisal, respondent estimated the effectiac age of

t e sub:- ect oratiert,, to be 20
Years- Respondent prepared an appraisal

c`'-t :;hich -e dated and signed
or. June 9, 2009, wherein he appraised



free propertv to ha :-e a market value of $481,000.

esponder_t then prepared a second appraisal report on the

pro- =er t r after concerns were raised to him by his
Client concerning

da .a in the original ap p raisal re port) , which
e resubmitted to Flagstar

or Cr about J =_,' ?, 2009. Respondent made corrections to the reported

gross li�. _=c area of the comparable pro P erties th at he analyzed in

ae''e`opino the sales comparison approach to value and revised his

oplOion of na met •;alue from $481,000 to $475,000_' While respondent

de=`eloped a cost approach in the appraisal, he did not give any

consideration to that approach it his final analysis, and instead relied

exc J3 el`' o the value conclusion reached in the sales comparison

61' Z_ -- - t e sales comparison approach, respondent considered

and analyzed t free comparable sales, and found the adjusted value of the

three sales to $_75,300 (comparable sale
#1), $442,225 (comparable

sa l e ::2 ; and $458 ,000 (comparable sale 4=3) Respondent reported

cctn crab e sale to have an actual age of 89 Years, and, while

_epor=inc con dition of the property to be " renovated", f a i led to

in his repcr: that the propert y was in f act � _ew ccnstruction_
Respondent then relied exclusively on comparable sale #i when

reconciliro he adjusted values of the three comparable sales, and

Specif icall;- rear ondent initially reporteci_t l „
cOmCa ar , , on�rt; as tha ne g - -g areas -

a � _ _1 f2 n_^.d 2100 scuar feet reseecti = e l
(b dy ase on visual cbservation) _ Withinhis sec o nd appraisal re ortp respondent b d hi, ase s reporting of gross livingare-as of the fi =e comparab le operties uponp r

information that he obtained`ron. :he Ne Je=sey Associ ation of County Tax Boards, and reported the gross

areas Of the fi ve comparable sales
bto e 1792 (12< i ncrease), 2211_• =^ reas_}, 256 2% increase), 2458 *(451, increase ) and 2751 (31

�__creas respect i



concluded that the indicated value of the subject
property by the sales

cor?Darison aptiroach was $475,000 [comparable properties ? and
=�5were

both listinos rather than sales
when appearing before the Board,

yespcrde t̂ te.st_fiec that he did not give any weight to those properties

when d etermining '?is opinion of value in the sales comparison ap p roach ] -

c gn respondent' s revised report was prepared thirty days after his

report, the revised report also bears a signature date of
June

°. 2039.

The Board has reviewed the subject property appraisal report,

a c fir_ds ti a_ the appraisal was misleading and that the value

conclusion therein was inflated. Specifically, the Board concludes that

the comparable sales that respondent analyzed within the sales

co'-parisor_ appro ch '-ere all superior in effective age, design and

appeal to t e subject property, and that respondent ' s heavy
reliance on

comcarabl-e sal-•e ni teas Particularly inappropriate given his failure to

disclosed c recognized that the property was new construction and

en hi =° oc�''t4= failure t beta
to have made any adjustments t

een
c'cro arable 41 and the subject property based

thereon-hoard finds that, in preparing the subject appraisal,

resp.-�nr1_nt ,t_ o s ed u=tiple Provisions
of the Uniform Standards of

L2-c7'CJS= . `J?1 G.1 Ap

p rai sal Practice (the "USPAP "), to include Standards

Ruies 1 ? ;a), ;b) and (c)_ The Board additionally fi
ads that

� w_ aazr ni� r- tt
a*_�lyze marketi -n c time and area trend issues ) and 1-6 (by failing to

ha-'e appropriately reconcile data available and analyzed within the

rercrt% , and that respondent violated the Scope of Work Rule by not
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ado ateiy decermi r_i na and performing the scope of work necessa. r-.

dev elop a credible assignment result.

The Board concludes that, by failing to ensure that

s :h ect Prop er-ay appraisal conformed to the requirements of the

resf:�c -- c:
dated �� . . A C 3 C 6 _ ? and engaged in professional misconducL

t:a cause for formal action against respondent exists purseYr;

--- '' -S.1-2_(d .-�.�. ?�. 45 :1- 21(e) and /or N-3.S-A. ?S_1-2,. r'

ihe parties desirino to resolve this matter without need for add !

n` -S`_rat`Je proceedings, and the Board being satisfied that 1 r_=c,e

e::ists for the entry of the within Order,

on this 3 day of December, 2010,

ORDBRED and AGREED-

1. Respondent Carlos Quintero is hereby forma1.1

=e_'ri pan ed for havin o engaged in professional misconduct , by

railed to comply with the requirements of the
USPAP, as detailed a?-ri_vf°

2. Respondent Carlos Quintero is hereby assessed a 0111

p`="a ` ty in the amount of $3,000 , which penalty shall be paid in twer`-.

four ecual nst.�=lments of $ 125, the first installment to be due

be`c,-e December 30", 201- 0, and e ach subsequent installment to be paid

ec or before the 30=" of each month thereafter , with a f inal payment c_o

be due on or before November 30, 2012.

-- - � i�c ez6 - rS-:]-CI -

lga:ion, in the amount Of $352.00, which costs shall be paid .t

con °_ntrv of this Order-

4 - Respondent shall, within six months of the date of. entry

by violating the above cited provisions of USPAP



of this Order, take and successfully complete a 15 hour course in the

Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice. Respondent shall

be reauired to secure p re-approval from the Board for any course he

proposes co Ca=:e to satisfy the requirements of this
paragraph_ The

course shall be taken _n a classroom settin g (that is, the Board will

'ot approve an on ne" course) For Purposes of this paragraph,

"STUccessfully complete" shall mean that respondent shall pass any

qi`;en at the end of
the course and/or o btain, a passing grade

at the completion of the course.
Respondent may not claim any

continuing education .credit for the completion of
the course herein

renuired.

By:
Frank A_ Willis
Board President

I acknowledge that I have read
andconsidered this Order, and a gree to

t entr of the Order as a matter of
ypu^ i r -ara the B

oard.

/ Ca r lo s L_n`erc_ SCR??Fn

0_='-sent given, to the force and entry of
phis order- i

Tham 7 GCQ

5


